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Amendment dated December 6, 2005 
Reply to Office action of September 20, 2005 

REMARKS: 

Status Of Claims 

Claims 1-40 were previously pending in the application. Claim 7 has been 
amended. Thus, claims 1-40 are currently pending in the application with claims 1,10, 15, 
23, 31, and 37 being independent. 

Office Action 

Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for indicating that claims 37-40 are 
allowed. Applicant would also like to thank the Examiner for indicating that claims 1 7-22 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form. However, the Examiner apparently 
did not address claim 1 1, which was amended in the previous amendment. 

In the office action, the Examiner again rejected claims 1 , 2, 7, 8, 10, and 12 under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable overTuretzky et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,529,829. 
The Examiner also rejected claims 3-5 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Turetzky et al. in view of Hakala et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,452,544. The Examiner also 
rejected claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable overTuretzky et al. in view 
of Horvitz et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,601,012. The Examiner also rejected claims 9, 13-16, 
23-32, 34, and 35 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable overTuretzky et al. in 
view of DeLorme et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,321 ,158. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
currently pending claims distinguish the present invention from Turetzky, Hakala, Horvitz, 

15 



PAGE 16/25 4 RCVD AT 1216/2005 12:49:56 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24* ONIS:2738300 • CSID:913 397 9079 * DURATION (mm-ss):04-56 



12/06/2005 12:55 FAX 913 397 9079 LEGAL 



©017 



Application No. 10/821.423 
Amendment dated December 6, 2005 
Reply to Office action of September 20, 2005 

DeLorme, and the other prior art references of record, taken alone or in combination with 
each other. 

Specifically, claim 1 recites "providing a first device including a triangulation 
positioning functionality" and "providing a second device to communicate with the first 
device, but separate from the first device, the second device including a dead reckoning 
positioning functionality". As previously discussed, claim 1 requires one device having 
"triangulation positioning functionality" and another separate device "to communicate with 
the first device" having "dead reckoning functionality that includes an orientation 
component and a distance detection component". 

In contrast, as previously argued, Turetzk/s dead reckoning system is integral to 
his GPS enabled device and the two are simply not physically separable. In responding 
to this argument, the Examiner now relies on In re Hotte, 177 U.S.P.Q. 326 for holding 
"constructing a formerly Integral structure in various elements involves only routine skill in 
the art". However, that Is far from the holding in Hotte. In Hotte, the applicant/appellant 
argued that their use of "integral" distinguished them from capacitor plates constructed of 
two pieces. Therefore, the issue in Hoffe was exactly opposite that presented here. 
Specifically, the court refused to "restrict the meaning of 'Integral' to 'one piece'". In fact, 
the court held "'integral' is sufficiently broad to embrace constructions united by such 
means as fastening and welding". Thus, Hoffe is simply inapplicable to the issue at hand, 
where the claim explicitly requires two separate devices and the prior art teaches only one. 

Furthermore, in Hotte, the Examiner actually cited art that disclosed "that each plate 
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and its lead is made from a single sheet". Therefore, even the "one piece" plate was 
taught by cited prior art. Thus, in Hotte, the Examiner met his burden of citing prior art that 
teaches each of the limitations. As a result, the court never held that one equals two. 
Rather, the most that Hotte suggests, as shown by citing cases, is that "integral" 
encompasses both one piece and multiple pieces that have been united. See Warminster 
Fiberglass Co. v. Delta Fiberglass Structures, 1994 U.S. App. LEXIS 5105 (Fed- Cir. Mar. 
17, 1994), See also Advanced Cardiovascular Systems, Inc. v ScimedLife Systems, Inc., 
887 F.2d 1070, 1989 U.S. App. LEXIS 15899, 12 U.S.P.Q.2d (BNA) 1539 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 
Simply put, Hotte, says nothing about claims explicitly reciting two separate devices. 

Thus, the Examiner has again misconstrued case law and engaged in impermissible 
"hindsight reconstruction to supply deficiencies In the factual basis". See Ex Parte James 
M. Gruden and Robert B. Brooks Jr., Appeal No. 97-1147, Application No, 08/349,087. As 
previously argued, the prior art references made of record do not teach or suggest each 
of the claimed limitations. Specifically, Turetzky does not teach or suggest one navigation 
device being physically separable from a complementary navigation device. Turetzky 
actually teaches just the opposite, with a preference to combine multiple components on 
one integrated circuit. Furthermore, as previously argued, the prior art references made 
of record do not supply any suggestion or motivation to combine their teachings. Rather, 
Turetzky teaches away from such modification. Thus, Turetzky simply does not disclose, 
suggest, or make obvious "providing a first device including a triangulation positioning 
functionality" and "providing a second device to communicate with the first device, but 
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separate from the first device, the second device including a dead reckoning positioning 
functionality", as claimed in claim 1. As a result, the Examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness and the present rejections simply cannot be sustained. 

Claim 5 recites "wherein providing the second device includes a rate gyro sensor*. 
In contrast, the Examiner acknowledges that the cited prior art fails to teach this limitation. 
Rather, the Examiner asserts that a compass is equivalent to a rate gyro sensor. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. Just as one does not equal two, a compass is not the 
equivalent of a rate gyro sensor. Therefore, the prior art references made of record simply 
do not teach or suggest each of the claimed limitations. Thus, no combination of Turetzky 
and/or Hakala discloses, suggests, or makes obvious "wherein providing the second device 
includes a rate gyro sensor, as claimed in claim 5. As a result, the Examiner has failed 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and the present rejections simply cannot 
be sustained. 

Claim 7 recites "wherein providing the first and second devices includes providing 
first and second devices that communicate navigation related data between each other 
wirelessly using a communication technology selected from the group of infra-red signaling, 
cellular technology, Bluetooth technology, and microwave technology". In contrast, as 
discussed above, Turetzky teaches only one device, and therefore has no need of 
communicating navigation related data between the two separate devices as claimed in 
claim 7. Thus, Turetzky simply does not disclose, suggest, or make obvious the limitations 
of claim 7. As a result, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
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obviousness and the present rejections simply cannot be sustained. 

Similarly, claim 10 recites "providing a first mobile device including a triangulation 
positioning functionality" and "providing a second mobile device to communicate with the 
first mobile device and physically separable therefrom, the second mobile device including 
a dead reckoning functionality that includes an orientation component and a distance 
detection component". Thus, claim 10 requires that one device have triangulation 
positioning functionality" and another device be "physically separable therefrom" and have 
"dead reckoning functionality that includes an orientation component and a distance 
detection component". 

In contrast, as discussed above with respect to claim 1 , Turetzky does not disclose 
two physically separable devices, one with triangulation capability and another with dead 
reckoning capability. In fact, Turetzky actually teaches away from such separability. 
Furthermore, Turetzky utterly fails to suggest "an orientation component and a distance 
detection component". As a result, Turetzky simply does not disclose, suggest, or make 
obvious "providing a first mobile device including a triangulation positioning functionality" 
and "providing a second mobile device to communicate with the first mobile device and 
physically separable therefrom, the second mobile device including a dead reckoning 
functionality that includes an orientation component and a distance detection component" , 
as claimed in claim 10. 

Claim 12 recites "retrieving navigation related data from a memory of the second 
mobile device and displaying the navigation related data on an integral display of the first 
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mobile device". Claim 12 depends from claim 10. Thus, claim 12 not only requires the 
first and second device to be separable, but also requires that one device store navigation 
data and that another device display the navigation data. Thus, not only are GPS and 
dead reckoning functions separated, so too are the storage and display of navigation data. 

In contrast, Turetzky discloses no such functionality. Turetzky does not even 
suggests the possibility of storing navigation data in one device and displaying that data 
on another separate device. As a result, Turetzky simply does not disclose, suggest, or 
make obvious "retrieving navigation related data from a memory of the second mobile 
device and displaying the navigation related data on an integral display of the first mobile 
device*, as claimed in claim 12. 

Claim 15 recites 'tracking a location of a first device using a triangulation positioning 
functionality* and "using a second device to communicate with the first mobile device, that 
is physically separable therefrom, and that includes a distance determination component 
and an orientation component". Claim 16 further requires "wherein the method further 
includes operably coupling the first and the second devices to communicate with one 
another in a single vehicle". Thus, as in claims 1 and 10, claim 15 requires two physically 
separable units, one with triangulation capability and another with dead reckoning 
capability. Claim 16 expands on this and explicitly requires the two devices to 
communicate with one another. 

In contrast, as discussed above with respect to claim 1, Turetzky does not disclose 
two physically separable units, able to communicate with each other, one having 
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triangulation capability and another having dead reckoning capability. 

As previously argued, DeLorme discloses a GPS receiver used interchangeably with 
a dead reckoning system, rather than together as claimed in claim 15, Specifically, 
DeLorme's PDA device 02,102 can accept either a GPS system 08 or a dead reckoning 
system, not shown, but not both. Therefore, DeLorme's GPS system simply cannot 
communicate with his dead reckoning system, as required by the claim limitations. In fact, 
DeLorme actually teaches away from using his GPS system and dead reckoning system 
together. As a result, no combination of Turetzky and/or DeLorme discloses, suggests, or 
makes obvious "tracking a location of a first device using a triangulation positioning 
functionality" and "using a second device to communicate with the first mobile device and 
physically separable therefrom that includes a distance determination component and an 
orientation component", as claimed in claim 15, or "wherein the method further includes 
operably coupling the first and the second devices to communicate with one another in a 
single vehicle", as claimed in claim 16. 

Claim 23 recites "a first mobile device including a dead reckoning positioning 
component" and "a second mobile device removably situated in the first mobile device 
including a triangulation positioning functionality in communication with the first mobile 
device". In contrast, as previously argued, neither Turetzky nor DeLorme disclose a similar 
combination of functionality. As a result, no combination of Turetzky and/or DeLorme 
discloses, suggests, or makes obvious "a first mobile device including a dead reckoning 
positioning component" and "a second mobile device removably situated in the first mobile 
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device including a triangulation positioning functionality in communication with the first 
mobile device", as claimed in claim 23. 

Claim 26 recites "wherein the first mobile device further includes a triangulation 
positioning functionality, and the second device further includes a dead reckoning 
positioning component". Since claim 26 depends from claim 23, claim 26 actually requires 
both devices to include both triangulation and dead reckoning functionality. In contrast, 
neither Turetzky nor DeLorme disclose two devices, communicating with each other that 
each include both triangulation and dead reckoning functionality. As a result, no 
combination of Turetzky and/or DeLorme discloses, suggests, or makes obvious the 
limitations claimed in claim 26. 

Claim 29 recites "wherein the second mobile device is removably, physically 
interfaced to the first mobile device". As discussed above, Turetzk/s GPS receiver is 
integral with his dead reckoning sensor, and are therefore not "removably, physically 
interfaced" to each other. Also as discussed above, DeLorme's GPS system is 
interchangeable with his dead reckoning system, and therefore not interfaced with each 
other at all. As a result, no combination of Turetzky and/or DeLorme discloses, suggests, 
or makes obvious the limitations claimed in claim 29. 

Claim 30 recites "wherein the first and second mobile devices are wirelessly 
interfaced with one another". In contrast, as discussed above, Turezk/s GPS receiver is 
integral with his dead reckoning sensor, and therefore not "wirelessly interfaced with one 
another". Also as discussed above, DeLonme's GPS system is interchangeable with his 
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dead reckoning system, and therefore not interfaced with each other at all As a result, no 
combination of Turetzky and/or DeLorme discloses, suggests, or makes obvious the 
limitations claimed in claim 30. 

Claim 31 recites "a first device having a processor, a memory, and a transceiver ... 
including a positioning function", "a second device having a processor, a memory, and a 
transceiver to communicate with one another, the second device including a positioning 
functionality", "wherein the transceivers in the first and the second devices transmit 
navigation related data wirelessly between the first and the second devices", and "wherein 
the first and the second devices cooperate to resolve a position of the first and the second 
devices". As discussed at length above, no combination of Turetzky and/or DeLorme 
discloses, suggests, or make obvious two separate positioning devices that wirelessly 
communicate with one another and cooperate to resolve a position, as claimed in claim 31 . 

Claim 33 recites "wherein the first and the second devices resolve the position using 
the GPS functionality while a GPS signal service is available to the first device, and 
wherein one of the first and the second devices resolve the position using the dead 
reckoning positioning functionality to supplement the GPS functionality when one of an 
interrupted, and unavailable GPS signal service is indicated by the first device". Claim 33 
depends, indirectly, from claim 31 . As discussed at length above, neither Turetzky nor 
DeLorme disclose, suggest, or make obvious two separate positioning devices that 
wirelessly communicate with one another and cooperate to resolve a position, as claimed 
in claim 31 , much less the manner of that cooperation, as claimed in claim 33. 
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Claim 35 recites "a remote server having a processor, a memory, and a transceiver 
to communicate with at least one of the first and the second devices". Claim 36 recites 
"wherein the remote server processor responds to a request from at least one of the first 
and the second devices by performing calculations on the navigation related data and 
transmitting results to at least one of the first and the second devices". In contrast, the 
Examiner never even alleges these limitations to be shown in the prior art. As a result, the 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and the present 
rejections simply cannot be sustained. 

The remaining claims all depend directly or indirectly from independent claims 10, 
15, 23, or 31 , and are therefore also allowable. 

Any additional fee which is due in connection with this amendment should be 
applied against our Deposit Account No. 501-791. In view of the foregoing, a Notice of 
Allowance appears to be in order and such Is courteously solicited. 
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